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In the presented work, the authors on the example of developed European countries
ground the demographic parameters about the capacity of Georgian village, which in their
opinion, fluctuate from 2.3 million to 4.5 million people. Besides, it is determined the
optimal number of labor resources required for the agricultural sector, which the authors
point of view is within the 300e330 thousand. Of course, reliability of these data consid-
erably depends on the economic (including agrarian and agricultural development) policies
adopted in the country, land consolidation, stimulation of cooperative system of farming,
development of industrial and social infrastructure in rural area and implementation of
other projects. This objective itself won't be attained, of course. The main goal and
objectives of Georgia in agricultural sector, which, in our opinion, may be oriented at two
lines: the first one, the maintenance and development of village as administrative-
territorial unit (this objective also includes protection of cultural and wild landscapes),
and the second one, formation of agricultural structure capable of providing food security.
A principally new agricultural policy and purposeful strategy for agro-food sector devel-
opment (which includes a system, vision, structure, strategies, tactics, personnel's will,
human resource personnel training), which will be addressed to all those problems, which
ultimately are associated with improvement of social and economic conditions in rural
area and enhancement of agrarian labor stimulation. And finally, we would keep in mind
that: the village, first of all, is a space for habitation, but not for economic activities. The
main goal of agricultural development is to approach the habitation status (social and
cultural) of rural population to the status of the urbanized area that is of crucial importance
for the maintenance and development of human resources in rural area, and therefore, for
the extended reproduction of agricultural sector and agro-food production.
Copyright © 2016. Production and hosting by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of Agricultural
University of Georgia. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).The achievement of real local employment and an adequate
level of socioeconomic development in rural area is possible
only through the paradigm shifts and implementation of in-
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Table 1 e The share of total population, employed in agriculture and rural areas.
Country Population
size
(thousand
people)
Productive
population
(thousand
people)
Rural
population
(thousand
people)
Population engaged
in agricultural
activities (thousand
people)
Population
employed in
agricultural sector
(thousand people)
Share of
rural
population
%
The percentage of
population
employed in
agricultural sector %
Azerbaijan 9494 6119 4417 2091 1085 46.5 17.7
Australia 22,015 12,050 2425 869 457 11.0 3.8
Austria 8220 3668 2724 282 144 33.1 3.9
USA 313,847 153,600 54,981 5148 2508 17.5 1.6
Argentina 42,192 16,760 3074 3110 1405 7.3 6.6
Belarus 9542 5000 2428 853 434 25.4 8.7
Belgium 10,438 5177 277 134 59 2.7 1.1
Brazil 205,716 104,700 26,261 21,074 11,049 12.8 10.6
Bulgaria 7038 2465 2139 299 124 30.4 5.0
United
Kingdom
63,047 31,730 12,778 918 475 20.3 1.5
Germany 81,305 43,620 21,523 1295 662 26.5 1.5
Denmark 5543 2853 729 141 75 13.2 2.6
Spain 47,042 23,100 10,415 2038 1016 22.1 4.4
Estonia 1275 704 409 119 71 32.1 10.1
Turkey 79,749 27,430 22,081 14472 8068 27.7 29.4
Japan 127,368 65,930 41,968 2685 1418 33.0 2.2
India 1,205,073 487,600 857,109 592,277 269,740 71.1 55.3
Ireland 4722 2126 1701 294 149 36.0 7.0
Israel 7591 3204 604 127 51 8.0 1.6
Italy 61,261 25,080 19,158 1968 845 31.3 3.4
Latvia 2191 1169 727 208 113 33.2 9.7
Lithuania 3526 1624 1097 323 126 31.1 7.8
Netherlands 16,730 7809 2847 408 213 17.0 2.7
Poland 38,415 17,850 14,944 5658 2960 38.9 16.6
Portugal 10,781 5543 4195 1095 515 38.9 9.3
Romania 21,848 9252 9139 1802 869 41.8 9.4
Greece 10767 4959 4383 1085 637 40.7 12.8
France 65,630 29,610 9261 1271 573 14.1 1.9
Armenia 2970 1194 1107 290 148 37.3 12.4
Ukraine 44,854 22,090 14,186 5212 2412 31.6 10.9
Hungary 9958 4274 3185 840 322 32.0 7.5
Switzerland 7656 4898 2022 383 137 26.4 2.8
China 1,343,239 795,500 723,826 834,491 500,977 53.9 63.0
Czech
Republic
10,177 5410 2776 650 327 27.3 6.0
Georgia 4340 2390 2038 e 330 47.0 13.8
Table is based on data available on [2] and, [3].
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ecologically balanced environment and the well-selling
products on the world markets.
From psychological and cultural standpoints, the village
and a capable farmer represent one of themost powerful tools
for preserving the national identity.
Often, a farmer is considered just as a producer of agri-
cultural products, but his/her role goes beyond these frames.
Actually, he/she is necessary to the village, and moreover, a
farmer is vitally important for the village. He/she needs tactful
attitude, support and adequate esteem. A farmer, especially in
Georgia, cannot be considered as a means to an end e we
should consider him/her only as an end. Farmer'smission and
destiny consist not only in tilling, digging, sowing, tending
cattle, growing crops, greens, fruits and grapes. His/her
utmost mission is to be a worthy, healthy and many-sided
person, the backbone of society parenting Georgian chil-
dren's and providing society with necessary foods, a protectorto Georgian demography, capable of self-sacrificing (as well as
all other citizens) for this society and defender of each square
foot of Georgian land against its hundreds of thousands po-
tential the so-called “guests”.
Erroneous social and economic policies (including agrarian
policy) pursued over the past few years (2004e2012), brought
Georgian village to extremely disadvanatged state. In these
conditions, finding a way for agricultural sector out of the
crisis and its further development is impossible without the
appropriate protective (regulatory) mechanisms and outside
help.
As a rule, state regulation is required for carrying out those
functions, which are not provided by self-regulatory market
mechanisms. International practice shows that production of
agricultural products, being under constant state concern and
being funded on the basis of target programs, creates a basis
for sustainable development of farming enterprises and their
cooperative associations. The State develops and implements
a nna l s o f a g r a r i a n s c i e n c e 1 4 ( 2 0 1 6 ) 1 1e1 6 13these projects only on the basis of system and comprehensive
approaches that is manifested in fact that the program should
include the whole system of a particular sector of agricultural
industry.
Experience of various countries all over the world dem-
onstrates that the best way for enthrepreneurial activation of
labor resources is possible through the development of the
cooperative movement in rural area. This process everywhere
was carried out under the active regulatory and organizational
role and support of the State.
Introduction of enterprsises based on the new forms of
social solidarity is automatically accompanied by massive
rural population employment, significant growth in their in-
comes, increasing credibility of the rural work and the inte-
grated and accelerated development of rural area. This is a
real meaning of the “healthymiddle class” notion. That is why
agricultural policy, as with all other objectives (eternal inter-
relation with the land, provision of food security, rural
development, etc.) a policy of providing rural population with
necessary foods and promoting the rural work. That theway it
works in the healthy countries, from the less developed ones
to themost developed and democratic countries, since they all
are aware of fact that all those who carries out erroneous
agricultural policy would lose.
In addition to a single agricultural policy, it is necessary to
develop and launch the rural development policy as well.
Rural development is a wider type of definition than agricul-
tural development. It is aimed at narrowing the social and
cultural differencies between villages and towns that is of
crucial importance for preventing rural-tu-urban migration of
the productive population and for increasing the production
of agricultural products.
Recently, the debates on the role of agriculture in the
process economic of development and about the quantitative
parameters of the population size became more prevalent in
Georgia's social space. The fact remains that the role of agri-
cultural sector in Georgian economy was purposefully weak-
ened by government in 2004e2012 that led to sharp
population decline in living in rural area. This significant issue
is what describes this paper.
One of such significant issues is to determine the quanti-
tative parameters of rural and urban population sizes and
their ratio. As of today, we consider this issue as a particularly
topical one, especially if take into account many said and
written incompetent, inconsiderate, fixed in advance, and
consequently wrongful ideas in this regard.
Often, in Georgia, we may hear the various opinions on
rural population size. Some people using their own “compe-
tence” and “information awareness” about this field maintain
that there are far too many people living in our country's rural
area, and that Georgian agricultural sector needs just insig-
nificant number of human resource and so on. For greater
persuasion of these ideas, they present some arguments of the
so-called “experts”: as a rule, these are the percentage of rural
population in some developed countries, the share of the
population employed in rural area and the share of agricul-
tural sector in the world economy. As a result of manipulating
these data, they try to strengthen their own wrongful attitude
toward agriculture. In reality, it doesn't happen like that, and
we'll try to prove this below, by using the data of the developedcountries, on the basis of comprehensive objective analysis
(see Table 1). In particular, those who maintain that there is
overflow of rural population in Georgia, presents as the
argument a high share of rural population. And in truth, this
share for Georgia is 47%, but for the developed countries this
indicator is lower significantly. However, if we consider the
mentioned data in the different context, then situation is to
the contrary.
For example, in Germany and Netherlands (the examples
of these countries aremostly presented as the arguments), the
share of rural population is 26.5% and 17%, accordingly,
although in absolute figures these data are 21.5 and 2.8million
people. If we consider correlation of these figures with data of
the country's area and overall population number, we'll come
to an interesting conclusion: the territory of Germany is 5.1
times larger than the territory of Georgia, but the population
size is 18.7 times larger, and despite fact that Netherlands'
territory is 1.7 times smaller than the territory of Georgia, but
their population size is 3.9 times larger than in Georgia. We
need this consideration to conclude that if Georgia and Ger-
many had been the countries with the same population den-
sity rates, then our countries territory would be populated by
about 16 million people, but in rural area, if we use German
proportion, this indicator is 26.5% of the mentioned size, i.e.
4.2 million people. If we make the same calculations based on
the Netherlands' data, we obtain that in case of the same to
Netherlands population density, Georgia's population size
would be 28.1 million people, and in rural area e 4.8 million
people.
It is clear that such consideration is not aimed at deter-
mining the parameters of distribution of our country's popu-
lation, although, in contrary to those who try to manipulate
data of the abovementioned countries, we think it would be
useful.
As regards the real conditions of using human generally
and labor resources in Georgian village and farming enter-
prises, it is necessary carry out more purposeful research
works, and if these works are of comprehensive nature, that
is, that the parameters are determined by using different
methods of research, then combination of the obtained data
should give us a picture more or less close to reality. .
First of all, we shall try to analyze and generalize the in-
dicators of those countries, which have the basic conditions
similar to Georgia, although by the level of economic devel-
opment they are significantly ahead us, and consequently,
they can be a good example to follow for us. But to this end, we
have to formulate several criteria as follows: first, we have to
select those countries, which are characterized by similar to
Georgia natural-climate and terrain conditions, and have the
same sectoral structure of agriculture (for example, as the
main determinant of the latter criterion, we consider exis-
tence of the country's viticulture as one of the leading sectors
of the economy). At the same time, as we have noted above,
these countriesmust be economically advanced. To assess the
development level in our analysis, we have taken the GDP
volume indicator at $20 thousand per capita. In addition, it is
necessary to take into account such factors, as population size
and density, basic conditions of country's economic, espe-
cially of agricultural development and nourishing traditions.
According to these criteria, we can apply the indicators of
Table 2 e Agricultural land per capita in the country, the employed in rural areas and the rural resident.
Country Territory
(thousand
km2)
Agricultural
areas
(thousand ha)
Population
density
(person/1 km2)
Agricultural
areas per
capita (ha)
Agricultural areas/per one
employee in agricultural
sector (ha)
Agricultural areas/per
one resident in rural
area (ha)
Azerbaijan 86.6 4936 109.6 0.52 4.55 1.12
Australia 7741 410,273 2.8 18.64 897.75 169.18
Austria 83.9 3188 98 0.39 22.14 1.17
USA 9826 432,344 32 1.38 172.39 7.86
Argentina 2780 141,800 15.2 3.36 100.93 46.13
Belarus 207.6 9134 46 0.96 21.05 3.76
Belgium 30.5 1372 342 0.13 23.25 4.95
Brazil 8515 263,965 24.2 1.28 23.89 10.05
Bulgaria 110.9 5101 63.5 0.72 41.14 2.38
United
Kingdom
243.6 17,295 259 0.27 36.41 1.35
Germany 357 17,136 227.7 0.21 25.89 0.79
Denmark 43.1 2672 128.6 0.48 35.63 3.67
Spain 505.4 27,797 93 0.59 27.36 2.67
Estonia 45.2 949 28.2 0.74 13.37 2.32
Turkey 783.6 39,180 102 0.49 4.86 1.77
Japan 378 4536 337 0.06 3.20 0.11
India 3287 197,220 367 0.16 0.73 0.23
Ireland 70.3 4218 67.2 0.89 28.31 2.48
Israel 20.8 500 365 0.07 9.80 0.83
Italy 301 14,147 203 0.23 16.74 0.74
Latvia 64.6 1873 34 0.85 16.58 2.58
Lithuania 65.3 2742 54 0.78 21.76 2.50
Netherlands 41.5 2324 403 0.14 10.91 0.82
Poland 312.7 16,260 123 0.42 5.49 1.09
Portugal 92.1 3684 117 0.34 7.15 0.88
Romania 238.4 13,827 91.6 0.63 15.91 1.51
Greece 131.9 8253 81.6 0.77 12.96 1.88
France 551.5 29,229 119 0.45 51.01 3.16
Armenia 2 3 4 5 6 7
Ukraine 29.7 1812 100 0.61 12.24 1.64
Hungary 603.6 42,855 74 0.96 17.77 3.02
Switzerland 93 5859 107 0.59 18.20 1.84
China 41.3 1569 185.4 0.20 11.45 0.78
Czech
Republic
9597 537,432 140 0.40 1.07 0.74
Georgia 78.9 4260 129 0.42 13.03 1.53
Azerbaijan 69.7 2469 62.3 0.59 7.48 1.21
Table is based on data available on [2] and, [3].
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similar to Georgia above mentioned parameters and besides
they meet the economic development indicator that we
determined. These countries are: Switzerland, Italy, Hungary,
Portugal, and Greece.We have not considered the examples of
France and Spain, since the sizes of their territories have a
great influence on sectoral structure of the national economy,
in particular e in favor of cereal crops that allow the
mentioned countries for creating large industrial companies.
We start by analyzing data of Switzerland, because this
country better than any other one meets the criteria that we
formulated, and besides, is the best guide in the view of
further development.
The ratio of the areas of Switzerland andGeorgia is 0.59, but
the same ratio of population sizes is 1.76, in otherwords in case
if the population density in Georgia had been similar to this
European country, it would be populated by 13 million people,
but since the percentage of rural population in Switzerland is26.4%, and if we project this indicator onGeorgia,we obtain 3.4
million of rural population. In case of the same calculations for
Greece, we obtain, accordingly, 5.7 mln and 2.5 mln, for
Hungarye 7.6mlnand 2.5mln, for Italye 14.3mln and4.5mln,
and for Portugal e 8.3 mln and 3.2 mln.
Thus and so, calculations carried out have shown that the
number of rural population in Georgia may hesitate from
2.3 mln to 4.5 mln. As of today, in fact, about 1.5 mln people
live in Georgia in rural area, in other words, in Georgian vil-
lages are not only overpopulated, but we are really dealing
even with a lack of human resources (especially in moun-
tainous regions of Georgia).
Currently, about 340 thousand people (according to FAO)
are employed in Georgian agricultural sector. We shall
consider below how close this number is to the optimal
parameter.
In general, when considering the prospects for agricultural
development, first it is necessary to define the main thing in
a nna l s o f a g r a r i a n s c i e n c e 1 4 ( 2 0 1 6 ) 1 1e1 6 15this regard. Taking into account Georgia's conditions (partic-
ularly, complex altitudinal zonality, land scarcity, tight de-
mographic and economic situation, especially taking into
account Georgian reality, in accordancewithwhich the village
is a main center of traditions and ethnocultural identity of
Georgia), the utmost objective consists in the effective use of
land. In addition, this must be carried out so that the locally
produced agricultural products do not lose competitive ability
toward foreign ones. As regard whether it is possible to ach-
ieve this, in our opinion, making an adequate conclusion on
this is possible by studying the examples of the advanced
countries again (see Table 2).
In particular, in Georgian farming enterprises, for one
employee there are 7.48 ha of agricultural areas. In
Switzerland this indicator is 11.45 ha. If we consider this in-
dicator as optimal, then about 215 thousand people must be
employed in Georgian agricultural sector. It should be taken
into account that as the required square Georgian agricultural
areas we consider about 2.5 mln ha, although these data can
be increased by 20% at least. After coping with different
problems existing in agricultural areas, it is apparent that the
number of potentially employed people will be also increased
accordingly. There is 16.74 ha for one employee. Dividing by
this indicator the overall square of Georgian agricultural
areas, we obtain 136 thousand, by the example of Greece we
obtain 191 thousand, but for Portugale 345 thousand. In these
five countries, if we consider the average square of agricul-
tural areas (which is 13.3 ha), we obtain 186 thousand em-
ployees approximately, but if we calculate the above
mentioned indicators directly by the arithmetic mean, we
obtain 207 thousand.
In view of the abovementioned indicators and the specifics
of Georgian agricultural sector, in case of the adoption of
sound agricultural policy, it is possible to consider 10 ha as
optimal square of agricultural areas for one employee. In
these conditions, at least 250 thousand people will be
employed in Georgian agricultural sector, whose labor pro-
ductivity, and, consequently their incomes will condition a
high level of social and cultural development of the
mentioned people and their family members.
The most important room for efficiency improvement of
people employed in Georgian agricultural sector is an increase
of marketable value level of agricultural enterprises. This in-
dicator, in our case, is too low at the moment, and for do-
mestic enterprises owned by rural population makes up just
37% [1]. Thementioned indicator remains far behind the same
indicator not only of the countries with the developed market
economy, but the level of marketable value of products pro-
duced by domestic enterprises owned by rural population as
well (45%) [1].
Along with the previously-mentioned methods, there are
also other numerous methods, by which it is possible to
calculate the similar parameters. However, in our opinion, the
most convenient thing is to determine a normal value of labor
resources in agricultural sector on the basis of the re-
quirements envisaged by flowcharts for the production of
agricultural crops and livestock produce. By using this
method, a normal value of employees in agricultural sector
(optimal number), according to our calculations, is 345e355
thousand people that in fact corresponds with data presentedby FAO, previously-mentioned above in our calculations.
However, in the future, in view of the development of national
economy and specifics of Georgian village, their number, in
the optimal scenario, can be reduced to 300e330 thousand
people, in other words it may remainwithin 15e20% of overall
rural population (we have in mind the increase of mechani-
zation level, introduction of novel technologies in agricultural
enterprises and other predictable advanced fields). If along
with this indicator we take into account, ultimate space of
agricultural areas, we obtain 10e12 ha for one employee that
approximately corresponds with similar indicators of the
previously-mentioned developed countries.
Thus and so, we believe that the idea that only 2e3% must
be employed in agricultural sector is incorrect. We believe,
that the number of rural population should be as large as is
allowed by bio-geo-climate potential and sectoral structure of
agricultural sector, and generally, of the economy in a given
country, and under conditions of which the most efficient use
of local agrarian resources can be achieved. For Georgia, this
indicator is 2.3mln at least, although in case of the adoption of
sound economic policy (including agricultural), when this will
be possible in case of growing demographic indicators, the
expected capacity of our country's non-urban settlements
may be 4.5 mln people. Just in this case, we'll be able to think
of making use of all the existing capacities and ensuring life
worth living for the population living in rural area.
Despite fact that the economic basis of rural community
will be always represented by farmer, the creation of life
worth living conditions for him/her implies formation of
various types of infrastructure, and if take into account em-
ployees in other agriculture-related sectors as well as signifi-
cant potential of Georgian agro-tourism, it will become
apparent that the percentage of population employed in
agricultural sector in non-urban population size won't exceed
the same indicators of European countries.
It is well-known that number of the population in the
developed countries employed in rural areas (teachers, doc-
tors, machine-operators, specialists in melioration, cultural
and communication workers, drivers, elderly, etc.), as a rule,
significantly (3e4 times) exceeds those, who are directly
engaged in the production of agricultural products (they have
a status of farmer), in other words those, who are ploughing,
planting the vineyards and fruits, cutting the hay, raising
stock and poultry and so on. But if we add to them disabled
members of their families, we'll come again to the same data,
which had been considered above. The number of rural pop-
ulation in Georgia must be 2.3 mln people at least, but the
capacity in this regard must be 4.5 mln people.
Of course, reliability of these data considerably depends on
the economic (including agrarian and agricultural develop-
ment) policies adopted in the country, land consolidation,
stimulation of cooperative system of farming, development of
industrial and social infrastructure in rural area and imple-
mentation of other projects.
This objective itself won't be attained, of course. To this
end, it is necessary to define and develop:
I. The main goal and objectives of Georgia in agricultural
sector, which, in our opinion, may be oriented at two lines:
the first one, the maintenance and development of village
anna l s o f a g r a r i a n s c i e n c e 1 4 ( 2 0 1 6 ) 1 1e1 616as administrative-territorial unit (this objective also in-
cludes protection of cultural and wild landscapes), and the
second one, formation of agricultural structure capable of
providing food security;
Without development of village as administrative-
territorial and social unit (status of village, real self-
governance e the elected head, institutional and infra-
structural organization e roads, water and electric power
supply systems, gas infrastructure development, health
care, child care institutions, schools, libraries, clubs, com-
munications, transport, jobs, etc.), Georgian village may face
serious threat of emptying, in other words mass migration
of people. If the current tendencies will be continued, we
very soon may lose not only agriculture, but even the village
itself.
II. A principally new agricultural policy and purposeful
strategy for agro-food sector development (which includes
a system, vision, structure, strategies, tactics, personnel's
will, human resource personnel training), which will beaddressed to all those problems, which ultimately are
associated with improvement of social and economic
conditions in rural area and enhancement of agrarian labor
stimulation.
And finally, we would keep inmind that: the village, first of
all, is a space for habitation, but not for economic activities.
The main goal of agricultural development is to approach the
habitation status (social and cultural) of rural population to
the status of the urbanized area that is of crucial importance
for the maintenance and development of human resources in
rural area, and therefore, for the extended reproduction of
agricultural sector and agro-food production.r e f e r e n c e s
[1] www.geostat.ge/.
[2] http://faostat3.fao.org/faostat-gateway/go/to/home/.
[3] https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/.
